The effects, of verbal success and failure conditions on learner performance in a meaningful learning task have been the subject of a number of investigations. Many of the investigations have been concerned with determining the effects of conditioning procedures on the acquisition o: meaningful learning materials (Buchwald, 1959; Buss & Buss, 1556: .
In most of these investigations the results would seem to indicate that a combination of a verbal reward and punishment condition is more effective than the exclusive use of reward or punishment conditions.
A related question is concerned with the effects of verbal reward and failure ( punishment) conditions on the persistence behavior of the learner, i.e., the number of times a S voluntarily performs the task after conditioning. A relatively small number If investigators have addressed themselves to this ques _on. Of those who have (Grosslight & Child, 1947; Holmes & Moore, 1969) , their findings tend to be consistent with the findings of those who have investigated the problem of the acquisition of meaningful learning materials. Specifically, a learning condition which combines verbal reward and failure appears to be more effective in increasing the persistence be- Specifically, the present experiment was designed to investigate the effects of verbally controlled success and failure conditions on three aspects of learner behavior: 1) the level of Ss' performance during training (conditioning of persistence Pc), 2) the number of times each S voluntarily performs the task after t.:eining (persistence, P), 
The f-ratios and mean squares of the first analysis, comparing the total number of anagram solutions completed during training, are presented in Table 1 .
Insert Table 1 about here
The means for the various treatment groups are presented in Table 2 .
Insert Table 2 about here
As can be observed in Table 1, There was a significant difference in performance of female 5s, without regard for treatment or IQ level, from low IQ male Ss' performance in both the success and success-failure treatment groups (2<.01).
In all comparisons the females' performance was greater. Tables 3 and 4 respectively.
Insert Table 3 about here   Insert Table 4 about here In the last analysici, the number of anagram solutions on the ten reviled lists presented under extinction conditions was compared. The low IQ males solved a smaller number of anagrams than any of the other grcups. These data are presented in Tables 5 and 6 .
Insert Table 5 Abrmt heve
Insert Table 6 One possible explanation for this observation is that the observed interaction reflects past experience of the Ss with the systems of success and failure operating in school and in the hones. Males may receive both greater rewards and harsher punishment than females and thus may be more susceptible to present treatment differences.
In addition, low IQ males most likely have experienced failure more frequently than high IQ males and so perform better under those conditions, while bign IQ males, more used to success experiences, perform better under conditions of success.
These findings are only partially consistent wit4 the findings of Buchwald (1959) and Buss and Buss (1956) . In these investigation°i t was found that the combination of a reward and punishmen-. condition was more effective for maximizing the conditions for meaningful learning than reward or punishment conditions. The finding that learning experiences which combine success and failure increased Ss' voluntary test involvement more than learning experiences under failure conditions is consistent with the findings of the earlier Holmes and Moore investigation (1969) and Grosslight and Child (1947) .
One of the more interesting observations and one not consistent with the original predictions, was that Ss who were tra!ned under 9 10 perceived failur,t conditions performed at a higher level (Significant 11.01Y on the required listG after training th'n the success group.
Further, it was observed that Ss who had experienced failure performed at a relatively constant level on each of the ten lists after training, while Ss experiencing success and failure tended to solve fewer anagrams as the number of lists increased after training.
One explanation or these observations is that the failure condition during training may have acquired the character of a negative reitforcer.
Thus by its removal following training, the Ss in this
Troup may have been in fact reinforced, resulting in a corresponding increase in performance. Conversely, in the success and successfailure groups, the removal of the reinforcer following training would result in the predicted :'ecrement in,performance.
Another explanation is that avoidance of failure may be a stronger motivation for Ss than obtaining success. Applying this explanation to the data it would follow that one might expect the Ss trained under failure conditions tend to avoid the task when given a choice and if required to participate, seek to svoid failure in the task by solving the greatest number of anagrams possible. 
